BOCnHEHf BESnHE 



BD 132 595 CS 203 117 

iDTHOB Book^ Virginia 

TI^Ll Some iffecte of Ipprahension on Writing 

Performance, 
PUB DITE 76 

NOTE 24p-f Paper presentea at thm Innual Maating of the 

Amarioan Bualnese Communication Association (San 
Diego^ Dacaaber 28-30^ 1976) 

EDIS PlICE MF-^$0.83 HC^$1-67 Plus Postage* 

DISCEIPTOES Communiaation Skills} *Compoaition Skills (Lltarary) ; 

^Educational lasaarchi *Failura Factors; Higher 
Education; *Languaga Stylasi Parformanca Factors 

ABSTEICT 

Thm purpoea of this atudy was to detarmina vhathar 
parsons identified as haying either a lov or a high degree of 
apprehension toward writing encode inforMation differently* 
BahaTioral patterns similar to those exhibited by persons who are 
apprehensive about speech were investigated^ Besults of a study of 19 
hlgh^apprehensiva and 21 low-apprehensive collage students supported 
the prediction that written messages produced by blgh apprahensives 
and low apprehenslYes differ significantly in structure^ language 
use^ and amount of Information convayad- Pattarns similar to those 
exhibited by persons who are apprehensive about oral communication 
emerged through content analysis* (Author/Ai) 



« 4i III 4i « « « Me all # III III III 111 ifi ^ 3|i 41 III ^ 1^ 

^ Documents acguired by EBIC include many infqrsial unpublished ^ 
♦materials not^ avail 

♦ to obtain the best copy available* Naverthelesa, item^ of marginal * 

♦ reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the guallty ^ 

♦ of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions EBIC makes available ♦ 

♦ via the EBIC Document Beproductlotl Service (EDBS) • EDBS Is not ♦ 

♦ responsible for the guality.of the original document. B#preductiona * 

♦ aupplied by EDBS are the best that can be made from the original. * 



SOm EFFECra OF APPREHMSION 
ON raiTING P^FORMANCE 



u s BEPAtTMiNT ©P NEALm 
tPUCATi^N A WELFAB f 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE QW 
E&UCATtON 

TMiS DQCUMENt H&$ iEEN HEPRQ- 
OuCiD ixaCTLV AS RiCllVlD PROM 

AtlNG IT POlNTiOF ViiW OR QPtN*ONS 
STATED DO NOT NEClSIARILV BEPBE- 
%E NT OFFICIAL NATIONAL iNSTlTUTE OF 
EBUCaTiDN POSITION OB POLiE'^ 



Virginia Book 
The University of Nebraeka-Llncoln 



Vlrfinia Book 



Abstract 

"Hie purpoae of this stu^ w^as to determine whether persons who weru 
identified as having a hl^ or low degree of apprehension toward 
writing encode Information differently. Behavioral patterns or 
trends similar to those exhibited by persons who are apprehensive 
about speech comDimii cation were investigated* The results generally 
support the prediction that written messages produced by high and 
low apprehensives differ aignificantly in structia'e, language use, 
and amoimt of information conveyed. Patterns similar to those 
exhibited by persons who are apprahensive about oral co muni cation 
also emerged through content ani^ysls. Individuals identified as 
high and low apprehenaives by the Miller and Daly Writing Apprehen- 
sion Test performed as predioted, which supports the validity of 
the instrmaent as a measurement of writing apprehensloni 



Some Effects of Apprehension on Writing Performance 



Nimerous studies on commmication apprehension have identified 
this mdespread phenonmenon as a debilitating handicap. Research on 
the impact of apprehension on cocmunication behavior and effective^ 
ness has been limited almost exclusively to speech. By analo©r and 
observation 5 there is reason to believe that certain speech 
conmnni cation behaviors manifested by anxious persons might also be 
evidenced in vritten comninicat ion. 

ThiB stud^ was conducted to discover if high md low appre- 
hensives produce significantly different structural patterns in 
writings which would indicate that th^ encode inforfflation 
differently. If they follow patterns evidenced by speech appre- 
hensives J it woiild support the notion that the apprehension 
variable is pervasive^ Althou^ the structural elements of oral 
and written messages are not iiomorphicj both modes are affected 
by the same graimsatieal constraints of the language , 

l^ile it may be obvious that apprehension affects conmiunication 
effectiveness s there is a lack of inforaation on the ways in which 
apprehension is manifested in written messages. One way to 
aoquire this information may be throu#i an analysis of writing 
patterns. If it can be determined that persons who GL^m anxious 
aboiifc writing tend to use certain grammatical structures 
repeatedly ^ and rely on certain types of language use i such perions . ™ =^ 
can then be helped to overcome these ineffective patterns. It Is 
often not so much a matter of whether or not a person can coiranunl- 
cat© I even functlonai illiterates can— to a degree* Thm problem 
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centars on the quality of the comiimicatlon. Familiarity with the 
hasic elements of grammar is essential , Of course, but it does not 
determine whether or not one cmn write effectively* It is the 

control and manipulation of grampiatiGal structure which determines 

■A 

the quality of a message md insures that ideas are conveyed 
clearly. 

When we speak or writes we depend on certain patterns or 
regularities of a language. According to Weaver C1972s £69 )i 
■'All students of language concede to it a certain public character. 
Insofar as it serves in conmunlcations it is a publicly-agreed- 
upon things and when one passes the outer limits of the agreement, 
one abandons comprehensibili'ty, Languaga is a standard objective 
realitys analyzable into categories vhich have inherent capabilities 
A knowledge of these objective potentialities eaji prevent a loss of 
force through friction. Friction, # *occui^ whenever a given unit of 
the system of grassnar is tending to say one thing while the 
semantic meaning the general organisation are tending to s^ 
another*" It is important > then, to understand the congruence 
between total intent of the message and the major elements of the 
languap. . 

The objection often made to using a categoiT^ system to a^ialyge 
a message is that no single element can be appraised apart from the 
wnole* ThQ researchers however , assmes that within greater effects 
there are lesser effects. To understand the whole i it is necessary 
to identify the parts* For ex&nplei frying a sentence requires 
uniting two or more classes* ^e formal imity is built up through 
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many associations 5 and throu^ repeated congruence of elements 
becomes a recognizable pattern* "^en ve thui grasp the scope of 
the pattern before we Interpret the mesjiing of the components 5 
v^e a^e being affeGted by grammatical system" (Weaver, 271)* 
Categorical analysis alone reveals veiy little beyond quantitativ© 
data. When the data are related to a larger design , they may help 
illuminate the reasons for the degree of success or failure to 
achieve commmlcatlon effectiveness. 

In situations which require oral commimi cation , individuals 
who are highly apprehensive speak less and disclose less about 
themselves (Hamilton, 1972)* Branden (1969) suggests that persons 
who speak less reduce the risk of exposure and damage to aji 
alrea^ low self esteem. Since anxlo™ persons have less confix- 
denee in their opinions and Jud^entSj they a^e likely to protect 
themsleves by withdrawing from or aTOidlng threatening coranunl ca- 
tions situations* On the other h^d, cortfident speakers B^m 
likely to initiate comimlcation, ajid to attempt to persuade or i 
influence others. Research indicates that coimnunlcation appre- 
hension may be the result of prior conditioning- Children who have 
been punished or Ignored for their communication atten^te may 
become apprehensive (Gergens 1971) • In support of this view, 
Garrison and Garrison (1975) report that mean appreheniloh levels 
increase through elemental school Md into un de r gr aduat e years in 
college* Since prior conditioning appears to affect the level of 
comramilcation apprehension in speakingi it would seem by analogs 
that anxious individuals would be similarly affected when required 



to write. If their writing experiences have been negatives they 
avoid the risk of e^osia*e and damage to self eeteem. The risk 
factor may he more pronounced in writttn conromication. ^adition^ 
ally J the written word symbolizes a permMienoe not assoeiated with 
the spoken word* It suggeets a commitment that is not easily 
retracted* 

If anxious persons avoid situations where writing is required, 
in the classroom for instance i their writing skills may not develop 
sufficiently to allow them to perform effectiveH^t Even thou^ they 
may have mastered the essential grammatical elements of the language , 
they may not have learned to manipulate or control them* '"Ih^ 
lack the necessary competenee gained through experience and thus, 
when encountering a situation where they ere forced to write, do 
poorly and Justify their expeotation of failwe" (I^ller h telyt 
1975). Hillllps (I9fa8) did not agree with this ^rtew, and suggested 
that hi^ apprehenslves who ^e retioent in oral coOTsmiloation 
woiild he willing to comiunicate in writing. To test his suggestion^ 
bailer and Daly (197^) conducted a correlational study using the 
Personal Report of Communi cation Apprehension (PRCA) (McCrosky, 
1972), the Reoeiver Apprehension Test (RAT) (WheelesSf 197i^)i and 
the Writing Apprehension Test (WAT) (miler & Daly , 197^) 
Mitioipated a slgniflcwit negative correlatlbn hetween PRCA and 
WAT* The results of the study did not confirm the Inverse 



relationship t and they conoludad "»**that there is a tendenc.^ for 
indi-vlduals with high mxiety about oral conrami cation to al£ j be 
apprehensive about written eoimunl cation . " It appears , then, that 
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indivl ''ualg who are apprehensive about coffimmicatlon may maiiifest 
similar patterns of behavior in both oral g^d written performance. 

In sTjmmai^5 in oral coMitmlcation situations high apprehensives 
are more reticent , speak less, disclose less about themelves and 
have less confidence in their opinions and judgments thaji low 
apprehansives. By analogy it was predicted In this stu^ that high 
apprehensives , when asked to produce a written message , would 
generate shorter responses ^ reveal less informations and es^ress 
that information in patteras significant^ different from low 
apprehensives , 

DEFINITIONS 

The primary purpose of this stu<%r was to discover if high md 
low apprehensives identified by WAT encode Information differently^ 
and generate different patterns of expression. To deterMne these 
patterns, a content analysis was made* It was mtlolpated that hl^ 
apprehensives would generate fewer words in writing just as they 
express less orally* A simple word count was made to find the 
length of response. A word was considered any symboli Including a 
number J bound by white space on either side* 

To determine trends in patterns In lemguage use which ml^t 
help es^laln differences in ^^unt of infomation conveyed, and 
method of egression | three parts of speech ( nouns pronouns > 
adj ectl vesi ) i^^ahd on¥ ¥entene¥ pS^oil^ 
were caleiilatedi Sentence aid pwagraph lengths wsre counted, 
as were number of misspelled words* Conventional Mthods were 
used to count sentences and paragraphs. 
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An^unt of information was trajislated to "bits" of informatlonp 
term "bit" of information is conmonly t^ed in i.. fonoation 
theoiy to refer to a typm of data meaeurement, Karbowtak (1972 p 
20-21 J suggeats that the tera is conf^ing. "It does not really 
help to say that a telegraph massage "arrive tomorrow" carries 
20 bits of information * it would really be better and less 
confusing to say that the given telegraph message takes 20 bits of 
data trans m.t ^ notwithstanding any meMing of inforaation 
contained ii ""t." Since ajnount of information was one aspect 
included in the present content ^alysis, it was necess^^ to find 
some method of qumtifying meting within grammatical constraints, 
Karbowiak (20) suggests that "Pattern Identification is an example 
of encoding where you ascribe one s^bol to a ^oup of patterns* 
As such It is an examplf of a many to one translation," ' 

To apply this suggestloni the gramaatlcal patterns which carry 
the symbolic (or conventional) labels phrMe t clause , sentance % 
were identified. Yes/no questions were applied to each patttrn* 
^e questions asked werei 1, Does this phrase » clause t sentence 
contain a central Idea? and 2. Has this idea been ej^resaad 
before? TOie type of bln^r decision made In response to the yes /no 
questions was the measure of bits of Inforaatlon* For exfu^lai 
eonsider the following passage taken from an Individual 'a response 
In this study I "Yes , Yess I agree beaai^e other sc^ 
aieohollc beverages," Thm ft rat yea constitutes a ai^le sentenca 
with an unexpressed subject and predloate. In anawer to the 
questioni Does this sentence aantaln a eentral idea?, the answer is. 



yes, becaiiBe it states agreement* In response to the second 
question. Has this idea been ejcpressed before?, the msver is, no. 
^erefore, the first sentence has one bit of information, ^e 
second sentence, composed of two cla'^es also has one bit of 
information, Thm first clause is a repetition of the idea 
expressed in the previous sentence so it is not counted. Ilie 
second clause provides new infonaation. A variation of meaning 
within a pattern, such m m Miplifi cation or extension of a 
central ideai was not counted as an additional bit of information* 

mmom 

^is study was conducted during the spring of 1976 • One 
hmidred eighty students enrolled in a basic writing course at the 
University of Nebraska-'Lincoln were used as subjacts* Although the 
course is desired primarily for sophoTOres , it is open to all 
students* All the subjects were given the Writing Apprehension 
Test. From the 180| nineteen were Identified as hl^ apprehensives 
and twenty-one as low apprehensives. ^ere vera 8 freshmen (20^), 
23 sophomores (57%) > 6 Juniors (15f), and 3 seniors (8^). 

PROCIDURES 

A list of seven current oarapus issuas was oosqplled. ^e 
experimenter asked twenty students not Involved with the ^tudy to 
rmk order the Issues on the basis of the following statement: If 
you could express your opinions to the Ifalversity Administration 
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atout any of the following issues, which woiiLd be your first 
preference, your second preference^ etc* Sixteen out of twenty 
chose the issue of hear eiid alcohol on carapijB . 

Subseauently 5 the original iSO students were told during their 
regi^ea' class eesaions that their opinions ware being solicited by 
the Universi'^ Adtainistration on a c^ip^ issue • Thmy were assured 
that their anonymity would be maintained s and that their social 
security niaibers would be used only for computer printout i dent if id- 
eation* They were then htoded a booklet with a cover which 
requested general infoMLation and explained the procedure* Thm issue 
was stated at the top of the following pagei "The administration is 
interested in student opinion about the use or non-'iBe of beer and/or 
alcoholic beverages in on^campus living units aiid/or student unions* 
What is your opinion , and why?" The rest of the page and another 
sheet were provided for the response. TOie itudents had approximately 
ho mnutes of the regular 50 minute class period to respond. 

After all IW responses were collected s they were matched by 
social security nuinbers with the WAT computer printout. -Forty hi^ 
and low apprehensives were identified. The responses were thtn 
content analyzed manuaJ,ly according to the categories already 
described. 

The students were debriefed In later class sessions t and were 
once again assured that their ^onyDd.ty would be maintainedi 

A word cowit of the responses produced by low and high appre- 
hensives revealed that the low appreh#nslvas wrote threa tJ^s as 
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TABLi i, AMALVSIS OF RISPONSE PERFORIVIANCE BY HIGH APPRIHENSIVES 
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TABLE IL ANALYSIS OF RESPONSE PERFORMANCi BY LOW APPREHENSIVES 
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maay words as the high apprehanelves , Individual scores are 
reported in Table I Bnd II. (Tables I & II About Here) Low 
apprehensivea wrote a total of 3h2k words with 62% In the 100-200 
word eategoiy* High appreheniivei wrote a total of 111^* words with 
52.6^ of the responses falling between kO and 50 words. Low 
apprehensives wrote appro^cimately twice as many paragraphs % 
HA-29} which were about 1 1/2 times longer th^ the hi^ apprehen- 
sives , Low apprehensives wrote 3 1/2 tlaei as many sentences 
(M'-IPI * HA'-Sfi) which averaged two words less per sentence than 
the high apprehensives (LA-17.9 • HA«19.9)f Low apprehensives used 
k times as many noi^s or 0 more^ (LA* 730 i HA-^l83). Althou^ low 
apprehensives used 553 adJeetlTOs while hl^ apprehensives used 205 i 
a comparison with the total length showed a 2 1/2% greater use of 
adjectives by tne hi^ apprehensives. Low apprehensives used 
3 1/2 times I or lmk% more pronouns than high apprehensives (LA-329 • 
HA^9l)* Low apprehensives wrote 3^7 prepositional phrases, and 
hi^ apprehensives llSt a ratio of 3 to 1* Hpweveri the percentage 
of words high apprehensives included in prepositional phrases by 
.proportion to total length was greater thSB the percent^e 
included in low appreheas Ives . High apprehensives had 2 1/2 times 
as many spelling errors (IA*l8 i HA^Uj) as low apprehensives* Re- 
sponses f^om low apprehensives contained a total of 207 bits of 
Information co^ared with W from high apprehensives- Coir5)osite^^^^-^^^; ,;v 



TABLE IIL COMBIMED RiSPONSiS FOR LOW AND HIGH APPRIHENSIViS 
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vorda within prepositional phrases* 

DISCUSSION 

The reeiats of this study general^ support the prediction that 
written mesiages produced by Individuala identified aa hi^ md low 
appreh^nsives ^ffer elgnificajitly in strueturai language use, and, 
amount of iriforaiation conveyed. Juit ae Indlviduali who are appre- 
hensive about oral coBmamileation speak md diaelose lees about 
tharaeelveSi individuals identified by WAT m apprehensive about 
writing, write and divulge leee inforaation* The highly apprehensive 
subjeets in this study produced 3 times fewer words and conveyed 
k 1/2 times less information, ^eee finding substantiate previous 
research suggesting that Mxious persons haye..iess.. confidence in 
their opinions and Jud^BientSs Md are likely to reduce risk of 
exposure by revealing less about their views. Thim reticence may 
well be associated with negative prior experiences, ^ose experi- 
ences often lead to avoidance of writing tasks mi subsequent under- 
developed skills - 

Mthou^ there were varlmices In individual perfos^iances , certain 
strong patterns of language use emerged. Thm ratio of 3 to 1 (total 
length of response) held in several instances which wotJuLd indicate 
that as length increases, certain patternB^ of usage prevail. For 
exM^let the nianber of prepositional phrases in a ratio of 3 to 1 was 
maintained as on average by both high low apprehens Ives , ; , • 
However, tiie high apprehensiyes Included h% more words in their 
prepositional phrases, Additionailyi a seas "6"^ sentences in the 
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responees from "both groups revealed a tendency, by the high apprehen 
slvee to string prepositional phrases* ^ie stringing tendency 
coupled with a greater use of adjectives (2 1/2 times more than low 
apprehensivas) helps account for the limited ajnount of information 
divi^ged. ^is reasoning is supported by a comparison of adjective 
noun usage. Low apprehensivee used 5^ more nouns axid. 1^U% more 
pronomis- Grammatically j nouns and pronouns are referred to as 
substantives. This means they carry the essence or main ideas of 
a sentence, ^e other words in a sentence interact with nouns in 
various relationships. Verbs ^ for example ^ in^cate the ropvement 
or direction of the idea and combine with noims Into a formal unit 
or pattern. Adjectives and prepoBitlonal phrases describe » 
explicate and amplify main ideas * therefore i when an individual 
uses more adjeotives ajid prepositional phrases in proportion to 
nouns and pronQ\ms i it is likely that the meseage produoeld"'^ill 
have fewer main ideas ajid more description and amplification. 
This appeare to be the case with the high apprehensives in the 
present study. Proportionately, they iieed more words to say less. 
Low apprehensives used more nouns in direct , suecinet statements. 
When they elaborated reasons in support of the statements , they 
relied primarily on conelse structural patterns^ including^ lists. 
High apprehensives, on the other hand, constructed msre raaiiling 
statements using nouns and adjectives in prepositional phrases 
rather thfui in noun phrases. -,^ls latter point Is demonstrated by 
the two Interesting exceptions In the hi ^ apprehensive group who 
wrote moTm than any other Indivitoale In their group (130 and 156 
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words). Despite the lengthe of their responses, they convayed 
veiy little infomation. A comparlion of their scores with the 
closest i.ike scores in the low apprehensiye group does not show 
marked differences except in nmiber of hits of information and 
percentage of adjectives. In each cassi the high apprehensives 
conveyed only three bits of information , while their coimterparts 
conveyed 8 md 12| respectively: However, the hi^ apprah'eneivea 
used 10$ more adjectives which would indicate that they buried 
their adjective noun combinations in pre^sltional phrases rather 
than in noun phrases • 

There are three inore interesting variances, ^e content 
analysis showed that the high apprehensives had 3 times iQ:^re isls- 
spelled words thaji the low apprehensives t Also, the high appre^ 
hensivee, as a group, had more non sentences and elliptical 
structures than low apprehensives. ^ese oocurrences may again 
reflect underdeveloped writing skills, a possible result of 
avoidance of writing tasks ajid lack of e^^erienee. 

One of the problems with measuring the effects of appre- 



henslon on written cOTmunication is dateradnlng what constitutes ^S^iK^ 



effectiireness. If effectiveness is defined as the abillty'bf a 
receiver to accurately decode a message, then the importance of 
patterning becomes clearer. Semantical meaning is conveyed.by ^ 
beras available within a langua^- The patterns ^are^ubijl^y^ 
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"The effeet of riolse is to modify the sequence transmitted and make 
tmequivooal decision difficulty or impossible to aocompliih" 
(Karbowiakj 2_91), In written communication, one of the Inter- 
ferences is apprehension. It apparently affects an encoder's 
ability to manipulate aiid control language patterns with confidence* 
As a result 5 the receiver may not understMid or may misunderatand 
the mesiage* All persons share the graimar of their language* 
Yets within granM.tical constraints , each person egresses semantic 
infora^tion differently , and it is in the eonte^dt of this e3^ression 
that patterning is ifi^ortant, 

IThere are many avenues to explore in the area of vriting 
apprehension. This stu^ attempted to investigate some general 
differences in encoding patterns between high and low apprehensives 
through a content walysii of certain gr^matieal features. The 
results show trends which are substantial enough to warrant further 
research. To analyse more miy s^d in greater detail, it would be 
preferable to use a computer pro-am. tomputer anriysis would also 
help reduce possible rater error. 

No attempt was made to meast^e iMguage intensity or determine 
the proportion of abstract ^d Gonerate nouns^ an investigation 
which should prove frultfi^t ^Is kind of language use reflects an 
individual's perception of his environment ^ md help raveal 
degrees of apprehension. It should also be worthwhile to classify 
types of pronomis, whether they are personal or relative 
diatlnetion should yield Inf ormatidn ;bn::the immediacy-rion immediacy 
variable which reflects attitudes of inTOlv^nt;>;^Ve^^^ 
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active^passlve voice i md types of sentaneee should alio furnish 
additional clues to the degree of individual apprehension, l^ile 
all of these elements are important means of identifying iMguage 
patterns j it is how the patterns are used that may provide the key 
to what makeB written communication effective. 

In addition to the previously mentioned elements , more infor- 
mation should he gathered on prior writing experiences. When 
conducting Btudles, the salience of the topiCp and the comBunlcatlon 
situation shoi^d he given careful consideration. It is quite 
possibles for instance, that an apprehensive Individual feel 
"comfortable" in a particular coBmiunicatlon situation ^ but respond 
differently when required to write under more stressful conditions t 
However, Miller ^d Daly tested the WAT instrument with several 
different groups at different times to establish the generali la- 
bility of the instrument* TOieir studies Indicated .that writing 
apprehension may not be situation bound. On the basis of Individ- 
ual differences 5 It is logical to e^ect variances in quality of 
perforaanoe depending on the mount of stress In a given situation. 
ITiiB factor does not negate the theoiy that there ar'e general 
patterns of response typical of persons who suffer vwying degrees 
of commimleatlon apprehension, raiese patterns of response are a V 
hancUcap to written as well as oral conmimication effectiveness. 

Written coBmmil cation is ^ esientlal aspect of educational 
and profeieional life. Apprehension severely limits or modifies an 



m 



individual' s ablli^^ to fraction with qonfi den ce and fuiflll 
his/her aspirations. With a better understanding of this debili-: 
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tating phenomenon I conmunication e^^erts should te able to help those 
vho are affeGted overcome their anxieties and in^rove their 
conmunl cation skills. 
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